










































Mount Pleasant series is found from North Carolina southward to the Savannah River (being evidenced by the 
"Untyped Series" in Trinkley 198lc). North Carolina dates for the series range from A.D. 265±65 (UGA-1088) 
to A.D. 890±80 (UGA-3849). The several dates currently available from South Carolina (such as UGA-3512 of 
A.D. 565 ± 70 from Pinckney Island) fall into this range of about A.D. 200 to 900. 

The McClellanville (Trinkley 1981a) and Santee (Anderson et al 1982:302-308) series are found 
primarily on the north central coast of South Carolina and are characterized by a fme to medium sandy paste 
ceramic with surface treatment of primarily v-shaped simple stamping. While the two pottery types are quite 
similar, it appears that the Santee series may have later features, such as excurvate rims and interior rim 
stamping, not so-far observed in the McClellanville series. The Santee series is placed at A.D. 800 to 1300 by 
Anderson et al. (1982:303), while the McClellanville ware may be slightly earlier, perhaps A.D. 500 to 800. 
Anderson et al. (1982:302-304; see also Anderson 1985) provide a detailed discussion of the Santee Series and 
its possible relationships with the McClellanville Series. Anderson, based on the Santee area data from Mattassee 
Lake, indicates that there is evidence for the replacement of fabric impressed pottery by simple stamping about 
A.D. 800 (David G. Anderson, personal communication 1990). This may suggest that McClellanville and Santee 
wares are closely related, both typologically and culturally. Also probably related is the little known Camden 
Series (Stuart 1975) found in the inner Coastal Plain of South Carolina. 

Late Woodland and South Appalachian Mississippian 

In many respects the South Carolina Late Woodland may be characterized as a continuation of previous 
Middle Woodland cultural assemblages. While outside the Carolinas there were major cultural changes, such as 
the continued development and elaboration of agriculture, the Carolina groups settled into a lifeway not 
appreciably different from that observed for the previous 500 to 700 years (cf. Sassaman et al. 1989:14-15). This 
situation would remain unchanged until the development of the South Appalachian Mississippian complex (see 
Ferguson 1971). 

Along the central and northern South Carolina coast, Anderson et al. (1982:303-304) suggest a 
continuation of the Santee series into the Late Woodland. The Hanover and Mount Pleasant series may also be 
found as late of A.D. 1000. Along the southeastern North Carolina coast, South (1960) has defined the Oak 
Island complex, which is best known for its shell tempered ceramics with cord marked, fabric impressed, simple 
stamped, and net impressed surface finishes. The phase is briefly discussed by Phelps (1983:48-49), but curiously 
this manifestation is almost unknown south of the Little River in South Carolina. Very little is known about the 
northern coastal South Carolina Late Woodland complexes, although sites such as 38GE32 may document the 
occurrence of village life in the Late Woodland. 

The South Appalachian Mississippian is typically characterized by the construction of truncated temple 
mounds, reliance on cultivated crops, the development of a social elite, and complicated stamped pottery. The 
best information for the coastal area comes from the only incompletely reported excavatious at the Chatles Town 
Landing site (South 1971). In addition, Anderson (1989) provides an excellent synthesis of Mississippian 
research in South Carolina, observing that "while we have a fair appreciation for the culmination of the 
Mississippian in South Carolina, its origins and immediate Woodland antecedents remains largely unknown at the 
present" (Anderson 1989:114). 

Anderson also notes the need for additional research in the area of 

relationships between Woodland and Mississippian occupations in South Carolina, particularly 
the merhanisms bringing about the transition between the seemingly markedly dissimilar forms 
of social organization and subsistence adaptation (Anderson 1989: 113). 

While Trinkley (1981b, 1983a, 1983b) has offered a cultural sequence for the Mississippian remains in the 
coastal area that encompasses the Jeremy, "classic" Pee Dee, "post-classic" Pee Dee, Wachesaw, and Kimbel 
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series, Anderson (1982:312-319) offers an alternative perspective incorporating Pee Dee and Ashley wares. 

Protohistoric 

The history of the mnnerous small coastal Indian tnbes is poorly known. As Mooney noted, the coastal 
tnbes: 

were of but small importance politically; no sustained mission work was ever attempted among 
them, and there were but few literary men to take an interest in them. War, pestilence, 
whiskey and systematic slave hllllts had nearly exterminated the aboriginal occupants of the 
Carolinas before any body had thought them of sufficient importance to ask who they were, 
how they lived, or what were their beliefs and opinions (Mooney 1894:6). 

In truth, our knowledge of these groups has also been limited because too few scholars have taken an active 
interest in the primary sources and there has been too little desire to evaluate critically the early research by 
Mooney (1894) and Swanton (1952). For South Carolina Anderson (1989:117-118) briefly notes the current 
status of ethnohistoric research. 

The groups commonly associated with the Charleston County coast, such as the Wando and Sewee, are 
traditionally thought to be Muskhogean speakers, although little else is known about them (see Waddell 1980). 
The Sewee have recently been examined in some detail by Trinldey and Wilson (1988) who found that the 
traditional scenarios may be inadequate to explain the protohistoric settlement along the Carolina coast. 

Brief History of the Mullet Hall Tract 

The study tract, encompassing approximately 1020 acres of high grolllld, is recorded in the Charleston 
County Tax Assessors Office on Tax Map 212-0-0 as Tract 1, part of Mullet Hall. The owner of record is Julian 
S. Limehouse, Jr. and the total acreage (prior to the recent acquisition of a portion of the property by Charleston 
Collllty) is 2945.17 acres (approximately 1955.47 acres of which are high grolllld). 

The bulk of the property (1685 acres) was acquired by Limehouse in 1942 from Dill-Ball Company for 
$12,000 (Charleston Collllty RMC, DB L-43, p. 197). The deed indicates that the tract, which included both 
Mullet Hall and The Oaks, is shown on a December 1924 plat entitled, "Map Showing Holdings of Dill-Ball Co., 
formerly of F.Y. and Kate S. Legare, situated: John's island, Charleston County, South Carolina." This plat was 
not immediately identified in the holdings of either the McCrady Plats or the plats indexed at the Charleston 
County RMC. 

The property was conveyed by the Master in Equity, F.K. Myers, to Dill-Ball in July 1923 as a result of 
court action initiated by the company (Charleston Collllty RMC, DB P-31, p. 572). While the Charleston Collllty 
Court of Common Pleas records were not examined during this study, it is likely that the action was to force 
payment of debts incurred by Francis Y. Legare and Kate S. Legare. A local informant indicated that the Dill
Ball Company had a reputation for foreclosing and suing farmers not able to repay loans (Ms. Betty 
Stringfellow, personal communication 1994). 

The Master's deed indicates that Legare had pieced together Mullet Hall from a series of at least eight 
different tracts totaling about 1496 acres. Several come indirectly from William M. Bruns, who had purchased 
significant portions of the Solomon Legare estate. In 1878 Bruns purchased "Mullet Hall", also called the ''Home 
Place" totalling 1130 acres (Charleston County RMC, DB L-17, p. 221). The deed indicates that the plantation 
was bounded to the north by lands of the estate of Fripp and Jenkins, to the east by lands owned by Roper, to 
the south by the Kiawah River, and to the west by lands owned by F.Y. Legare. 

Solomon Legare, in turn, had acquired the property from a series of conveyances dating back to at least 
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the second quarter of the nineteenth century. 1n 1839 Legare acquired 238 acres from Susan Witter, formerly the 
estate of her late father, James Witter (Charleston County RMC, DB V-1-, p. 607). At the same time Witter 
bound her executors to sell Legare the 100 acres she retained for herself upon her death (Charleston County 
RMC, DB V-10, p. 606; see also Charleston RMC, DB E-11, p. 418). An additional 600 acres, called the "Home 
Plantation", were acquired from James W. Gray, Master of Equity, in 1843 (Charleston County RMC, DB I-12, 
p. 139). This represents the 600 acres plantation willed to Eliza S.W. Legare, the wife of Solomon Legare by her 
father, James Legare (d. 1830) (Charleston County Will Book, Volume 38). The remaining 700 acres of his 
plantation were passed to James C.W. Legare at the same time. 

The Legare family is large, presenting a complex web of poorly researched individuals. Initial efforts to 
unravel the genealogy snggests that Solomon Legare was the son of Thomas Legare (1766-1842) and Ann Eliza 
Berwick. Solomon married his cousin, Eliza Legare, the daughter of James Legare (d. 1830) and Mary 
Wilkinson. Another child of James of Mary included James C.W. Legare (who married Lydia Ball). One of their 
children was F.Y. Legare (1850-1905). 

Regrettably, no plats have been found specifically for the Legare property, although a 1789 plat, revised 
in 1878 (Charleston County RMC, DB U-9, p. 405) illustrates the propetty of Jonathan Holmes in relationship to 
these of Mullet Hall. This is Hope Plantation and a major settlement shown on the plat is now under the golf 
course at the recent Hope Plantation development On the east boundary is the notation of ''Land belonging to 
Miss Mary Witter, part of the Estate of James Witter deceased''. An undated, and poorly preserved plat, also 
illustrates the 230 acre Jack Island propetty of James Witter, which apparently was acquired as early as 1763 
(Ms. Betty Stringfellow, personal communication 1994). 

During the intervening period relatively few accorate maps were produced and many fail to show any 
settlements in the project area. For example, the 1825 Charleston District map prepared for Mills' Atlas (Figure 
5) shows no plantations in the stndy tract - although we are almost certain that at least some plantation 
development existed by this time. It is, of course, important to remember that Mills' Atlas was a snbscription 
map and typically only snhscribers are shown on the various maps. 

Perhaps more useful, at least during this early stage of investigation, is the 1863 tracing of the 1854 
Coastal Survey map "Kiawah River and Island and Portions of Folly, Cole's John's and Seabrook's Islands" 
which covers the project area (Fignre 6). The map reveals that at least three plantation settlements are present on 
what is today called Mullet Hall. From west to east, the first includes a main, fenced settlement with IO 
structnres; a slave row with eight structnres; and a probable second slave settlement, almost arc shaped with 
seven structnres. The second plantation includes a main settlement with eight structures and, to the north, a 
slave settlement with an additional eight structures. The eastern most plantation includes a somewhat dispersed 
main settlement with two clusters each having four structnres and a slave row to the east with seven structures. 

An 1863 map which appeared in Harper's Weekly, "Map of Charleston, S.C. Showing the Approaches", 
illustrates the plantation settlement of Jenkins, but fails to illustrate any of the Legare holdings to the east (Fignre 
7). 

A 1929 map entitled, "Charleston County, S.C. with portions of Adjacent Counties", produced by the 
Sanitary and Drainage Commission (Figure 8) reveals that portions of these plantation settlements were extant 
into the early twentieth century. This snggests that agricultural activities may not have caused extensive damage 
to the various archaeological components. A local historian, J.T. Killock, compiled a property map of Charleston 
County for the early 1930s (Figure 9). It shows the stody tract encompassing what was then recognized as 
portions of Mullet Hall, Jack Island, and the Roper tract - confirming our finding that the property has a 
complex history divided among a number of different owners through time. 

The 1942 General Highway and Transportation Map for Charleston County (Fignre 10) reveals the 
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presence of a "camp" or "lodge" at the end of Mullet Hall Road, while the road itself was typically lined with 
both vacant (D) and occupied C•) "farm units", typically meaning tenant farms. 

issues: 
Future research, perhaps combined with an intensive field investigation, should concentrate on several 

• Identification of referenced plats, including the Dill-Ball plat. The Dill-Ball records held by 
The Charleston Museum have not been explored, nor have the collections at the South Carolina 
Historical Society. It is also possible that property plats may be present at the Charleston RMC, 
but simply overlooked through odd indexing practices. The Combined Alphabetical Index at the 
South Carolina Department of Archives and History should be explored for additional sources 
of information. These activities will likely require up to four days. 
• Completion of the title search should be a high priority, although this activity alone is likely 
to require at least a week of intensive effort. The chain is very convoluted and this complexity 
will mean that each individual parcel will need its own title chain. The effort, requiring up to a 
week, should be rewarded with information on the original grant or grants for the Mullet Hall 
vicinity. 
• Some information, particularly relevant to the late nineteenth and early twentieth century 
operation of Mullet Hall may be forthcoming from examination of the court records associated 
the property. If the records are immediately accessible one day of research should be adequate. 
• Based on the fmdings of the chain of title, it will likely be appropriate to conduct additional 
research using the population, slave, and agricultural schedules and census records. This work 
will require an additional two days of historical research. 

In sum, it is likely that the historical research adequate for an intensive archaeological survey will require 
approximately three weeks of investigation. 
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Figure 7. 1863 "Map of Charleston, S.C. Showing the Approaches" (Harper's Weekly, March 28, 1863). 
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Figure 8. 1929 Sanitary Commission Map. 
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F1ELD METHODS 

As previously <liscussed, the goals of the field investigations were to, 

• the potential for the existence of cultural resources in the project area, 

• the nature of <listurbances in the area and the likelihood that they might may have affected 
any identified cultural resources, and 

• the potential eligibility of any identified cultural resources on the tract (within the scope and 
ability of a reconnaissance investigation). 

To achieve these goals, the initially proposed field techniques for this reconnaissance level investigation involved 
a pedestrian survey of areas with good surface visibility (e.g., plowed fields and roads) on 200 foot transects. 
Tbe minimum definition of a site in this study was three or more artifacts in a 50 foot area. Occasional shovel 
testing would be conducted, primarily to assist with the identification of predicted sites in densely vegetated 
areas. No formalized shovel testing program was proposed for this initial level of research. 

Should sites be identified by surface collection and/or shovel testing, further tests would be used if 
possible to help obtain additional data on site boundaries, artifact quantity and diversity, site integtity, and 
temporal affiliation. The information required for the completion of the South Carolina Institute of luchaeology 
and Anthropology site fonns would be collected and photographs would be taken, if warranted in the opinion of 
the field investigator. 

All soil from the shovel tests would be screened through V•-inch mesh, with each test numbered 
sequentially. Each test would measure about 1 foot square and would normally be taken to subsoil. All cultural 
remains would be collected, except for shell, mortar, and brick, which would be qualitatively noted in the field 
and <liscarded. Notes would be maintained for profiles at any sites encountered. 

Actual field techniques deviated somewhat from those originally proposed. After preliminary historical 
research had identified a number of plantation complexes on the tract, field work was geared more toward 
locating these sites and visiting areas of high archaeological (primarily Native American) potential (e.g., well 
drained soils adjacent to creeks). As a result, no formal pedestrian transects were walked, although since access 
to many sites required walking large agticultural fields, much area was covered in an informal fashion (Figure 
11). 

Metal detecting, using a Tesoro Bandito II™ using an 8-inch concentric coal (electromagnetic type 
opemting at lOKHz), was also undertaken at selected sites to assist in boundaty definitions. Tbe instrument has 
the capability to operate in either an all metal mode or <liscriminate mode (which eliminates ferrous metal 
response). Tbe all metal mode is the industry standard VFL type which does not require motion of the search 
coil for proper operation. The discriminate mode is based on motion of the search coil, but allows control over 
the detector's response to ferrous metals. The typical approach was to walk transects across the know or posited 
site area, with the transects alternating using an all-metal and a <liscrimination mode. Notes of possi'ble "hits" or 
targets were maintained and used to assist in assigning general boundaries. No effort, dming this stage of the 
investigations, was made to "ground truth" the various targets. 



Figure 11. U!rge plowed fields such as these cover much of the highground area at Mullet Hall 
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It is anticipated that field notes and artifacts will be accessioned for curation at the South Carolina 
Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology. Field notes have been prepared for curation using archival standards 
and will be transferred to the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology as soon as the project is 
complete. Artifacts will be cataloged using the standard format of the institution and will be transferred to their 
control within the next several weeks. 
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S li'JI'JES liD lEN'lI'llB'lilED 

As a result of the archaeological recouuaissance of the 1020 acre high ground area of the Mullet Hall 
tract, 11 new sites were identified and one site (38CH487) was revisited (see Figure 2). 

As previously discussed, recouuaissance level surveys are not designed to offer definitive determinations 
of site eligibility, or site boundaries. Nonetheless, opinions regarding site integrity or ability to address important 
research questions are offered based on the level of investigation the sites have received. Likewise, boundaries 
are estimated based on the information on hand. The generally good surface visibility, associated historical 
information, and oral history contributed by local informants all work toward improving the reliability of the 
assessments offered. Regardless, these assessments should not be considered defmitive, but are intended to serve 
only as a guide and general indicator of probable site significance and general site size. 

Previously Identified Archaeological Sites 

As stated earlier, 38CH487 was originally recorded by Stanley South and Michael Hartley in 1980 as a 
part of their study of seventeenth century settlement patterns (South and Hartley 1980:59). The 1695 Thornton
Morden map showed that in this vicinity a Mr. Grice lived. However, they did not find any seventeenth century 
materials. The property owner, Mr. W.L. Limehouse, took them to a house ruin (38CH487, Area A) on Bryan's 
Creek, although still no seventeenth century remains were found. 

Area A was revisited during this current study and was assigned its own site number(38CH 1540) since 
it is a considerable distance from 38CH487 and does not appear to be related to its occupation. This site will be 
discussed in detail in a later section. The artifacts collected from 38CH487 by South and Hartley dated to the 
nineteenth century. No further information was provided in the report or the site form regarding site size, UTM 
coordinates, or potential significance. Clearly, the site form was intended only to note the presence of materials 
not directly associated with their research efforts. 

During the current visit to 38CH487, the site was found to be located primarily along a narrow ridge in 
a plowed field. Surface visibility was excellent and a collection was made. The vast majority of artifacts dated 
from the mid-nineteenth to early twentieth centuries. A local farm worker told us that he believes one of the 
components of the site was a "company store" since he and some of his fellow workers have found store tokens 
in the field. Regrettably, none were available for inspection and it may be that they not longer exist. These 
tokens, however, were often issued in lieu of money, forcing workers to shop at the store operated by the 
plantation owner. While a convenient means of circumventing the limited amount of legal tender commonly 
available, it also served to lock workers into a monopoly. 

A total of 24 shovel tests were excavated at 50 foot intervals in a cruciform pattern. Of those 24 tests, 
eight yielded artifacts. These tests, in conjunction with the surface remains, indicate that the site measures 
approximately 850 feet east-west by 100 feet north-south. This site appears on the 1863 Coastal survey map as a 
double slave row with an adjacent cluster of buildings (Figure 6). 

The central UTM coordinates are E582620 N3610880 and the soils are moderately well drained 
Seabrook loamy fine sand. Shovel testing indicated that the typical soil profile consisted of 1.0 feet of very dark 
grayish brown (10YR3/2) loamy fine sand plowzone overlying dark yellowish brown (10YR4/4) loamy fine sand. 
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This site has been disturbed by plowing and the construction of an agricultural ditch through the middle 
of the site. The limited shovel testing did not reveal any intact subsurface features, although identification of 
features by this technique is rather uncommon. It is possible that further testing will identify intact deposits in 
the woods to the south where no testing was performed. Additional testing in the field may reveal intact 
subsurface remains, since the plowzone is not unexpectedly deep in this area. Even absent architectural features, 
the distribution of artifacts in the plowzone may assist in better understanding this site. Large scale stripping 
might reveal faint features which would otherwise go unnoticed. Surface artifacts in the field show only clear 
evidence for the slave row, while the larger structures shown on the 1863 map (Figure 6) may not have been 
identified in the field. An intensive survey of the wooded area adjacent to the site is needed to determine if the 
structures are present and to determine their integrity. 

Ntw SiWi 

38CH1539 consists of a scatter of structural debris and artifacts along the bank of Mullet Hall Creek on 
Jack Island adjacent to a boat slip (Figure 12). Conversations with the landowner, Mr. W.L. Limehouse, 
indicated that this material had been brought in and dumped from downtown Charleston. Shovel testing further 
verified that these materials had been brought in. 

A series of eight shovel tests were excavated along the creek and inland at 25 and 50 foot intervals. 
Only one of these tests which was located within 10 feet of the shore deposit contained materials relating to this 
"site". In addition to the brick and artifacts, a large quantity of concrete rubble was found just to the north. 

Shovel testing indicated that the surrounding land has been covered with at least 1.0 foot of fill 
Underneath this fill was somewhat poorly drained Kiawah loamy fine sand. The central UTM coordinates are 
E582480 N3609560. 

Artifacts consisted primarily of high status pearlwares and whitewares, bottle glass, pipestems and 
bowls, and window glass. These artifacts represent a site dating from the early nineteenth through the twentieth 
century. 

The site is totally out of context and cannot address significant questions about Charleston area lifeways. 
No additional investigations are recommended for this location. 

38CH1540 was originally defined as "Area A" of 38CH487 by Stanley South and Michael Hartley. 
However, since "Area A" is a considerable distance from 38CH487 and is unrelated, we have chosen to give it 
its own site number in consultation with Mr. Keith Derting at the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology. It should also be noted that "Area A" is mislocated on the original site form. Mr. W.L. 
Limehouse who originally showed Michael Hartley the location took us to the same site. It is approximately 600 
feet further to the south that indicated on the original SCIAA site form. This error has been corrected on the new 
site form submitted for 38CH1540. 

The site consists of a plantation complex with four loci: 1) main house; 2) cemetery; 3) early slave row; 
4) late slave row (Figure 13). Locus 1 consists of the remains of a main house. This Locus is situated in a 
densely wooded area and contains a concentration of brick rubble and evidence of undisturbed deposits. A total 
of 36 shovel tests were excavated at 25 foot intervals in a cruciform pattern. Of these 36 tests, 23 yielded 
artifactual remains dating from the mid-eighteenth century to the late nineteenth century. This locus measures 
approximately 400 feet north-south by 500 feet east-west. 

Locus 2 is a cemetery area shown to us by Mr. W l. Limehouse. No markers could be identified and he 
remembers that these markers were removed when he was a boy. Independently Betty Stringfellow recalled 
hearing a story that they were removed to use as the base for a causeway. As a result, the boundaries of the 
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Figure 13. Map of 38CH1540 showing the four identified loci and the areas of shovel testing. 



cemetery could not be identified. No clear depressions were noted. It is also possible that an adjacent agricultural 
pond and borrow area has damaged the cemetery. Since the boundaries could not be detennined, it is unknown if 
it has been impacted. 

Locus 3 is what appears to be an early slave settlement, with artifacts dating from the mid-eighteenth to 
the early nineteenth century. This locus is situated in a fallow field, just west of Locus 1. Surface visibility was 
moderately good and a collection was made. A total of 18 shovel tests were excavated in a cruciform pattern at 
50 foot intervals. Of those 18 tests nine produced artifacts. This locus measures approximately 300 feet north
south by 400 feet east-west 

Locus 4 is a nineteenth century slave settlement with continued postbellum occupation. In addition to 
the historic remains, a relatively small prehistoric component was located in the center of the locus, dating to the 
Woodland and Mississippian periods. Surface vistoility was good and a collection was made. At total of 31 
shovel tests were excavated at 50 foot intervals with 24 yielding artifacts. Locus 4 measures approximately 250 
feet north-south by 1200 feet east-west 

The UTM coordinates for the entire site are ES83700-584380 N3610960-3611160 and the soils are 
moderately well drained Seabrook loamy fme sand. The entire site measures approximately 500 feet north-south 
by 2400 feet east west. The typical soil profile consists of 1.2 feet of very dark grayish brown (10YR3/2) loamy 
fine sand plowzone overlying dark brown (10YR4/3) subsoil. In some areas of Locus 1 there was a band of 
rubble or shell from 1.0 to 1.2 feet below surface, probably representing a remnant intact zone not yet thoroughly 
disturbed by plowing. The presence of this basal zone of intact materials is a significant feature which 
contributes to the site's potential significance. 

The presence of intact deposits and the diversity of the remains recovered suggests that this site can 
address significant questions about plantation development on John's Island. 

38CH1541 consists of a scatter of late eighteenth through early twentieth remains in a plowed field 
adjacent to a tributary of Mullet Hall Creek The location of this site corresponds to a main house complex 
shown on the 1863 Coastal Survey map (Figure 6) and the artifacts surface collected verify that the occupation 
was high status. 

A total of 29 shovel tests were excavated in a crucifonn pattern at 50 foot intervals. Of those 29 tests, 
14 yielded artifacts. These shovel tests and the scatter of surface remains indicated that the site measures 
approximately 600 feet east-west by 300 feet north-south. The UTM coordinates are ESS 1720 N3620600-
3610760 and the soils are moderately well drained Seabrook loamy fme sand. The typical soil profile consists of 
1.1 foot of very dark grayish brown (10YR3/2) loamy fme sand overlying dark brown (10YR4/3) subsoil 

Although the site has been plowed, it appears to have been occupied for a long period of time. The site 
should be able to address questions relating to the effects of changing economy on the material possessions of 
the planter class. 

38CH1542 consists of a linear scatter of early nineteenth to early twentieth century remains in a plowed 
field adjacent to Mullet Hall Creek. This site is shown as two slave row settlements situated end to end on the 
1863 Coastal Survey map (Figure 6). Surface visibility was good at the site and a collection was made. 
Unfortunately, the boundaries between the two settlements was unclear during surface collecting and shovel 
testing. However, a rather arbitrary division was made in the field and this collection method allowed some 
statements to be made about the occupation range of each settlement. 

The eastern half of the site contained mid-nineteenth century to early twentieth century remains. A total 
of 11 shovel tests were excavated at 50 foot intervals in a cruciform pattern. Of those 11 tests, eight yielded 
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artifacts. 

The western half of the site contained late eighteenth to early twentieth century remains. Eighteen 
shovel tests were excavated at 50 foot intervals in a cruciform pattern, with 12 yielding artifacts. In addition to 
the historic remains, a very sparse amount of prehistoric remains were also encountered. 

The UTM coordinates are E581760-582100 N3610360 and the soils are moderately well drained 
Seabrook loamy fine sand. The typical soil profile consisted of 1.0 foot of very dark grayish brown (10YR3/2) 
loamy fine sand overlying dark brown (10YR4/3) subsoil The site measures approximately 850 feet east-west by 
150 feet north-south. 

This site is probably a slave row associated with 38CH1542. Therefore, it can address questions 
relating to the development of John's Island plantations and especially the relationship between master and slave. 

38CH1543 consists of a small scatter of eighteenth century remains located just south of an agricultural 
pond. Based on the early date of the artifacts, this may have been a main house predating 38CH1541 which was 
a subsequent building phase. Alternatively, the site may simply represent some other early occupation by perhaps 
an overseer or single slave associated with 38CH1541. Nonetheless, this area appears to have been abandoned as 
a place of domestic occupation by about 1800. 

Surface visibility at the site was excellent and a collection was made. In addition, 15 shovel tests were 
excavated at 25 foot intervals in a cruciform pattern across the site. Of those 15 tests, only five produced 
artifacts. These five positive tests indicate that the site core measures about 75 feet north by 100 feet east-west 
However, the surface scatter is larger, measuring approximately 225 feet north-south by 250 feet east-west, 
which may suggest either dispersion or plowing or more likely mixing of several discrete spatial components. At 
the western-most edge of the site, an agricultural pond has been excavated. A shovel cut into the bank of the 
pond yielded a Colonoware sherd and some brick fragments, indicating that the pond has impacted the site. It is 
possible that what has been defined as 38CH1543 is only a small part of a once larger site. 

The central UTM coordinates are E581800 N3610520 and the soils are moderately well drained 
Seabrook loamy fine sand. The typical soil profile consisted of 0.9 feet of very dark grayish brown (10YR3/2) 
loamy fine sand overlying dark brown (10YR4/3) subsoil. 

Although the site is small and has been disturbed by plowing and pond construction, it is probably 
related to 38CH1541 and can contribute to an understanding of John's Island plantation development. 

38CH1544 is a small surface scatter of mid- to late-nineteenth century remains in a plowed field. 
Surface visibility was excellent and a collection was made. This collection was complete and consisted only of 
about a half dozen artifacts. Searching the surrounding areas of plowed fields did not reveal any further artifacts. 
As a result no shovel tests were excavated. 

The central UTM coordinates are E584540 N3610920 and the soils are moderately well drained 
Seabrook loamy fme sand. The surface scatter measures approximately 50 by 50 feet. 

Due to the sparsity of the remains, it is unlikely that this site can address significant research questions. 

38CH1545 consists of a scatter of late nineteenth and early twentieth century domestic remains and a 
sparse prehistoric scatter on the western end of a small marsh hummock. The site is located just west of a 
covered picnic area in an area with poor surface visibility. 

A total of 12 shovel tests were excavated at 25 and 50 foot intervals in a cruciform pattern. Of those 12 
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tests, seven yielded artifacts. The shovel tests iodicate that the site measures approximately 175 feet east-west by 
150 feet north-south. One area of dense brick rubble was noted in the ceuter of the site. The landowner stated 
that a well was once visible in the area of the site (Mr. W.L. Limehouse, personal communication 1994). This 
corresponds to ao account provided by Betty Striogfellow of a structure and well on the island associated with an 
postbellum owner. 

The central UTM coordinates are E582720 N3609820 and the soils are somewhat poorly drained 
Kiawah loamy fine sand. The typical soil profile consisted of 1.0 foot of very dark grayish brown (10YR3/2) 
loamy fine sand overlying dark grayish-brown (10YR4/2) subsoil 

While the field investigations of this site do not reveal exceptional integrity, the presence of the 
structural remains and possible well, combined with the oral history accounts of the site, suggest that additional 
research is likely necessary to determine the significance of the site. It may be that historical and oral history 
accounts, coupled with the recordation of the site's location, will be adequate. Alternatively, additional field 
investigations may reveal intact remains able to provide sigirificant information about the postbellum lifeways of 
white owners. 

38CH1546 consists of a small scatter of late nineteenth to early twentieth century remains in a wooded 
area of planted pine adjacent to Mullet Hall Creek. Surface visibility was moderately good in the site area and a 
collection was made. In addition, six shovel tests were excavated at 50 foot intervals in a cruciform pattern 
across the site. Of those six tests, three yielded artifacts. These artifacts indicate that the site measures 
approximately 100 feet north-south by 25 feet east-west. 

The central UTM coordinates are E582720 N3609820 and the soils re moderately well drained Seabrook 
loamy fine sand The typical soil profile consisted of 0.9 feet of very dark grayish brown (10YR3/2) loamy fine. 
sand overlying dark brown (10YR4/3) subsoil 

It is unlikely that this site can address sigoificant research questions. The site bas been disturbed through 
the planting of pines which appears to have dispersed the remains, possibly along the plow furrows. This bas 
resulted in an elongated site. The data sets are very limited, since no evidence of intact structural remains were 
located and artifacts consisted entirely of ceramics and bottle glass. 

38CH1547 is a scatter of eighteenth through early nineteenth century remains in a fallow field located 
adjacent to Mullet Hall Creek. Surface visibility was moderately good and a collection was made. In addition to 
the historic artifacts, several prehistoric sherds were recovered Thirteen shovel tests were excavated at 50 foot 
intervals in a cruciform pattern across the site. Of those 13 tests, six yielded artifacts. Based on surface scatter 
and shovel testing, it appears that the site measures approximately 300 feet east-west by 100 feet north south. 
This site does not appear one any of the available plats, and probably predates them. 

The central UTM coordinates are E582760 N3610080 and the soils are somewhat poorly drained 
Kiawah fine sandy loam. The typical soil profile consisted of 0.9 feet of very dark grayish brown (10YR3/2) 
loamy fme sand overlying dark grayish-brown (10YR4/2) subsoil 

Although the site bas been disturbed by plowing, it bas the potential to address sigoificant research 
questions about the lives of early John's Island slaves. Since the site appears to be isolated from any main house 
settlements, questions focussing on the issue of slave autonomy in isolated settlements can be addressed. 

38CH1548 is the Bishop(p) family cemetery, located approximately 400 feet northeast of the eastern
most boundary of 38CH1541. The area is very thickly vegetated in muscadine, blackberry brambles, and young 
pecan trees which severely restricte<I visll>ility. We understand that in the recent past many of the trees were 
removed and the area was burned over. It is likely that this bas caused some damage to the extant stones. 
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Only five marble markers were located, all of which date to the late nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries. Identified stones include: 

In memory of 
Oliver G. Bishop 
born Jan. 15, 1879 
died Jan. 28, 1895 

Mary E. Bishop 
wife of C. Carr 
Sept. 15, 1887 
Feb'y 10, 1919 

Kitt Bishopp 
born July 26, 1826 
died Feb. 26, 1900 

Hannah Bishopp 
wife of Kitt Bishop 
born Feb. 15, 1868 
died Ocl 20, 1918 

Anne S. Bishopp 
wife of PB. Bishop 
born July 16, 1858 
died Nove. - (buried under the ground) 

Because of the dense vegetation, clear boundaries could not be determined. Before the cemetery can be 
properly recorded and assessed, the area needs to be cleared of vegetation, not only to locate markers, but also to 
be able to locate any unmarked graves. 

The central UTM coordinates are E581480 N3610860 and the soils are somewhat poorly drained 
Kiawah loamy fine sands. 

38CH1549 is a cemetery located approximately 400 feet east of Mullet Hall Creek and 400 feet north of 
38CH1547. Mr. W .L. Limehouse pointed this area out to us as containing a cemetery that had been damaged 
during hurricane Hugo. After the hurricane all of the markers had been knocked over and were covered in 
downed trees. We have alternatively heard that the markers were knocked down not by the storm, but rather by 
the salvage logging undertaken afterwards. It is likely that the truth lies somewhere in between, with both the 
storm and the subsequent, poorly supervised logging, accounting for damage. 

Presently, the site is located in thick, young myrtle and yaupon which hampered our search efforts. 
Despite approximately three person hours of searching, no stone were found. It is likely that they are buried 
under leaf litter and can not be located without a hand probe. It is also possible that the stones have been 
severely broken up by the logging, or alternatively, looted out of the cemetery. 

Since no markers were located, the boundaries of the cemetery are unknown. As with the Bishop 
cemetery, additional efforts to identify the boundaries should focus on clearing the vegetation so that a hand 
probe can be used on a close interval grid to locate stones and so that depressions can be recorded. For this 
cemetery it is especially important that efforts be made to identify the stones, conduct whatever conservation 
efforts are necessary, and that the stones be re-erected. 
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CONCJLUSION§ 

As a result of the archaeological reconnaissance at the 1020 acre Mullet Hall tract, one site (38CH487) 
was revisited and 11 new sites (38CH1539-38CH1549) were located. It should be stated that this survey was 
performed at a reconnaissance level which is intended to determine the likelihood of archaeological and historic 
site on the property. The survey was not meant to locate all of the sites on the tract and assess their eligibility 
for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. Nonetheless, this report has offered some opinions on 
the ability of these sites to address significant research questions, presented below in Table I. 

Table I. 
Summary of Identified Sites 

Site Number T~ of Site Site Size Assessment Additional Survey 
38CH487 19th c. slave row 100 x 850 feet PE yes 
38CH1539 redeposited n/a NE no 
38CH1540 plantation complex, w/4 loci 500 x 2400 feet E limited 
38CH1541 18/19th c. main house 300 x 600 feet E limited 
38CH1542 19th c. slave rows 150 x 850 feet E limited 
38CH1543 18th c. main house 225 x 250 feet PE yes 
38CH1544 19th c. tenant ? 50 x 50 feet NE no 
38CH1545 late 19th c. house 150 x 175 feet PE yes 
38CH1546 l 9/20th c. scatter 100 x 25 feet NE no 
38CH1547 18/19 c. slave row 100 x 300 feet E limited 
38CH1548 Bishop Cemetery not determined E limited 
38CHl549 cemetery not determined PE yes 

Site size is listed as north-south by east-west. Under Assessment, E = likely eligible, PE - potentially eligible, NE - probably not eligible 

Eligible or Potentially Eligible Archaeological Sites 

Seven of the identified archaeological sites (38CH487, 38CH1540, 38CH1541, 38CH1542, 38CHl543, 
38CH!545, and 38CHl547) are recommended as either likely eligible or potentially eligible for inclusion on the 
National Register of Historic Places. These represent the remains of three distinct plantation settlements, 
including main complexes and slave rows, situated on what is today Mullet Hall. In general boundaries for each 
site have been identified. In several cases it is likely that more intensive field investigations will be necessary to 
either determine eligible or to develop a data recovery plan. 

In general, however, these sites (taken as a whole for the purpose of these discussions) represent a range 
of data sets. Eighteenth through early twentieth century remains have been found, crossing through the period of 
late colonial to antebellum plantations to postbellum farms. A range of materials reflects both high and low 
status artifacts, likely representative of plantation or farm owner and plantation slave or tenant farmer. Ceramics, 
tableware, glass container fragments, personal items, tobacco pipes, and architectural remains have been 
identified. Several sites have produced either good evidence of or an indication of potential features. 

There are a wide range of research questions these data sets may address, especially since John's Island 
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has received no previous archaeological investigations. Chicora's work at Kiawah and the Charleston Musewn's 
work on James Island offer exceptional bases of comparative study. Research questions at high status, main 
plantation sites includes: 

• How does the artifact assemblage from the three plantations compare to each other and to the 
other assemblages available for study, such as the Stanyarne, Shoolbred, and Vanderhorst 
plantations on Kiawah Island? Do the John's Island plantations exhibit any less rural tendencies 
than those on the truly isolated islands? 

• How do the architectural features at the John's Island plantations compare to other excavated 
Charleston area plantations? Are the houses simply constructed or are they more ornately 
designed and built? Is the same range as seen on Kiawah present on nearby John's Island? The 
plowzone at the bulk of these sites is no deeper than 1.0 foot, suggesting that architectural 
features may still be intact. In fact, at other excavated plantations such as Lesesne (Zierden et 
al 1986), Yaughan, and Curnboo (Wheaton et al. 1983) which had been damaged by plowing 
still exhibited large nwnbers of intact features. In addition, the base of the plowzone at 
38CH1540 exhibited a lens of rubble which suggests that features below this zone will still be 
intact 

• How does the architecture and the layout of the plantation complex reflect current landscape 
movements? In other words, is there recognizable evidence at any of the plantations that the 
landscape was designed to reflect a Georgian world view? Is there evidence that the plantations 
were later altered to reflect the late eighteenth century picturesque landscape movement? ls 
there an initial blending of both landscape types? What does the plantation landscape at these 
John's Island plantations tell us abcut the view small plantation owners had of their world? 
These questions can be addressed through a combination of locating architectural features 
(houses and outbuildings), archaeological features (fence lines and roads}, the relationship of 
the main house to the slave row, and historic records. Since many of the site areas are plowed, 
some of these sites are perfect candidates for controlled excavations followed by large scale 
stripping. 

Research at the low status, primarily slave settlements, includes: 

• How do the artifact assemblages compare with other slave sites in the vicinity, including 
those on Kiawah Island, and with the assemblages at the plantation main houses? What do 
these assemblages tell us abcut the similarity or variability found at plantations slaves rows? 
Will those adjacent to one another on John's Island be more similar to each other than, for 
example, those on Kiawah or James islands? ls there evidence of change in slave conditions 
temporally'/ 

• How does the architecture compare with what is known archaeologically and historically 
about eighteenth and nineteenth century Charleston County slave structures (Wheaton et al. 
1983; Zierden et al 1986; see Adams 1990 for a synthesis)? Previous research has suggested 
that historical accounts of slave housing do not coincide with what has been found 
archaeologically. Only a relatively few houses have been excavated, and more data is needed to 
better understand diversity and dichotomy between written docwnents and the archaeological 
record. 

• How do the slave rows and the surround areas fit into the planters' landscape concepts? Are 
houses rigidly aligned or are they unevenly placed? ls there evidence for fences? If yard 
features are present, what doe these features suggest about the use of extramural space by 
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slaves in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (Westmacott 1992; Ferguson 1992; Adams 
1990)7 Although the landscape concept is not new to the humanities, only recently have 
archaeologists tried to bnplement field techniques to begin tmderstanding historic landscapes. In 
South Carolina, very few plantation sites have been excavated with the goal of better 
tmderstanding the arrangement of structures, work areas, fences, roads, and fields. 

• Is there evidence for alienation of the slave populatlon7 Some (Terry 1981; Orser 1988) have 
suggested that this alienation took place in the mid-eighteenth century as planters obtained more 
and more wealth. They then separated themselves physically 1111d materially from their slaves. 
In other words, although the planter became richer, the slaves' conditions did not improve, 
increasing the gap between planter and slave. Is there evidence that slaves benefitted from the 
plantation owners' wealth7 Additional historical research, combined with archaeological studies, 
may be able to address this critical issue at the John's Island plantations. 

Sites Which Are Likely Not FJlg!ble 

Three of the identified sites (38CH1539, 38CH1544, and 38CH1546) are recommended as likely not 
eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. At least one (38CH1539) represents materials 
redeposited from elsewhere (probably downtown Charleston), while the others are either very small or represent 
tenant sites with very limited data sets. It is tmlikely that these sites have either the data sets necessary, or the 
data sets are in the condition necessary, to address significant, substantive research questions. 

Cemeteries 

Two of the identified sites (38CH1548 and 38CH1549) are cemeteries. One (38CH1548) is relatively 
well defined by the surroonding agricultural field and is relatively intact condition. The other cemetery 
(38CH1549) has been extensively damaged, possibly by the current property owner, and requires considerable 
attention (recovering and restoring markers, and delimiting the cemetery boundaries). At the present time it is not 
possible to even estimate the boundaries for this cemetery. 

A third cemetery reported to be on the property is a locus of a much larger site (Locus 2 of 38CH1540). · 
No markers remain in the cemetery and were reportedly taken for use for the base of a causeway, therefore no 
botmdaries could be determined. Mr. W. L. Lbnehouse remembers that these markers were taken when he was a 
boy. There is an agricultural pond and borrow area Immediately adjacent to this cemetery and it is poosible that 
they may have impacted it 

Site 38CH1548 is likely eligible for inclusion on the National Register for the forensic anthropological 
information it contains concerulng dietary patterns, disease, and health issues related to the African American 
population on Sonth Carolina sea islands. The cemetery likely also contains significant information concerning 
mortuary behavior. Site 38CH1549 is potentially eligible, depending on the condition of the cemetery after 
additional research and evaluatioa The eligibility of the posited third cemetery cannot be evaluated at this time. 
All of the cemeteries, however, are protected by Section 16-17-600 of the Sonth Carolina Code of Laws, which 
relates to the destruction or damage of graves, grave stones, and burial grounds. 

At some point efforts should be made to repair the damage done to the cemeteries, including 
identification of toppled and buried stones, repair to damaged stones, and re-erecting the stones. This work 
should be done to strict conservation standards of stone repair. Once boundaries are clearly recognized, we 
recommend fencing the cemeteries since physical boundaries offer greater protection than either flagging or plat 
notations. Provisions should be made to ensure access to the cemeteries by local individuals. Maintenance of the 
cemeteries should be conducted in consultation with the local community. There may be some tax advantages to 
identifying these cemeteries on the tax rolls and an attorney should be consulted about this and the other legal 
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issues surrounding the cemeteries. 

Future Survey Wock 

Sufficient infonnatiou has been identified at this stage to evaluate future needs at Mullet Hall There is 
clearly sufficient evidence to recommend that an intensive survey of the property be conducted. This would 
involve two distinct phases or operations. The first would be a survey of the tract using shovel testing at either 
100 or 200 foot intervals (the interval spacing depending on the probability or likelihood of Identifying 
archaeological remains). Since much of the tract is being farmed, it is possible that some areas would not require 
shovel testing and could be investigated using a formal pedestrian survey. Other areas, either because of the 
vegetation or the nature of the fallow fields, would require shovel testing. The second phase or operation would 
involve additional testing at a number of the identified sites, to either coufinn their eligibility for inclusion on the 
National Register of Historic Places or eliminate them from further consideration. This would likely be 
conducted using several techniques, dependent au the nature of the site - either close interval auger testing or 
possibly the excavation of one or two 5-foot units. These investigations should be conducted with sufficient 
intensity to not only determine eligibility, but if the site is eligiole to allow a reasonable data recovery plan to be 
formulated. 

The cemeteries also require additional attention. It is essential that their exact location be identified for 
planning purposes. While one cemetery is in the middle of an agricultural field and its boundaries are relatively 
obvious, another was in very poor condition and yet a third was not locatable during this study. Consequently 
bmmdaries detenninations for two cemeteries were not possible. At the one cemetery with reasonably good 
boundaries (38CH1548), we recommend that the site be cleared and that individual stones be located, mapped, 
and photographed. This will provide a long-tenn record of the cemetery for historic, genealogical, and legal 
purposes. At the cemetery damaged by Hugo and subsequent clearing operation, we recommend again that it be 
thoroughly cleared of vegetation by hand. The use of mechanical equipment is likely to further damage the 
toppled stones and would further obscure grave depressions. Once cleared, the site will need to be probed to 
locate downed stones. These stones should be cleared off, photographed, and mapped in place. Those which are 
damaged should be repaired using appropriate conservation techniques for stone. 1 Those which are intact and 
which appear to be in their origiual location, should be re-erected. For the third cemetery, efforts should be made 
to collect oral history concerning those buried there, and the site should be probed for evidence of buried stones 
or grave goods. Absent any good physical evidence, we strongly recommend that the boundaries be established 
on the basis of the advice of the local people. Alternatively, it is possible to use ground penetrating radar in an 
effort to identify burials, although this is a relatively costly undertaking. 

It is likely that some additional Native American sites may be found, especially along the smalle•, more 
interior drainages. However, the current work suggests that Native American sites will be less common on this 
tract than historic sites. 

1 Typically, conservation of stone involves the least intrusive approaches which are reversible and not 
likely to cause additional damage. Approaches which rely on stone consolidants, harsh cleaning, hard cements, 
and similar approaches should be strictly avoided. The only competent stone conservator in this area, with which 
we are familiar, is Ms. Lynnette Strangstad of Stone Faces in Charleston. She has extensive experience working 
with large cemetery projects, including the restoration of the Unitarian Church In downtown Charleston. 
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